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This project hias been funded wholly or in part by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency under assistance agreement EM-83493801-1 to the Allegheny County
Health Department. The contents of this document do not necessarily reflect the views
and policies of the Environmental Protection Agency, nor does the EPA erutorse trade
names or recommend the use of commercial products mentioned in this document.

o
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Allegheny County Health Department Application and Project

As the focal agency with jurisdiction over air quality, the Allegheny County Health Departient
{ACHD) s responsible Tor the development and implementation of the State Implementation Plan
{517} 10 atain and maintain the NAAQS for PM; swithin the Liberty-Clairion PM; s Annual
Nonatiainment Area (C“Liberty-Clairton area™) reforred to in the RFA.

ACHD submitted a grant application for a project involving the installation of a new, low
cmissions, quench tower at the United States Steel Corporation’s Mon Valiey Works - Clairton
Plant (LS. Steel Clairton Coke Works), and was awarded a grant in the amount of $2,913,124
under ULS. EPA Cooperative Agreemnent EM-83493601-0 (subsequently revised to EM-
83493601-1).

Reporting Requirements of EM-83493601-0, 1

Linder the Cooperative Agreement’s Administrative Condition 25 and Programmatic Condition |,
below, ACHD must submita “Final Report” for the Liberty-Clairton Low Emissions Cuench
Tower Project:

Adwinistrative Condition 25

fir aecardance with EPA regulations (40 CER 31,90 for State, local and tribal
governments, the recipieal agrees 1o submit to the EPA Project Officer within 90 dlerys
after the expiration or termination of the approved project periad a final report and ot
feast one reproducible copy suitable for priming, 1 ke final rept shatl document project
activities pyer the entire project period and shall include brief information on each of the
Jotlawing arcas: 1) a comparison af aetual accomplishnients with the sartivipated
autpiisiouteomes speciffed in the assistance agreement work plean; 2) reasons why
anticipated ouwlprisiowicomes were not met; and 3) other pertinent information, inchuding
explanation of gk wir costs

Pragrammatic Condition 81 Reporting Reguirement

The final techmical report shall be completed within 96 days of the complerion of the
period of performance. The final techricad report should include: {(6) e sunmnery of the
profect ar activity, (bl advances achieved and (¢ costs of the project or activity. Jo
addition, the fined wehmival report shall (d discuss the problems, successes, and lessons
learned fravt the profect or activity that could help overcome structural, organizational
or feclmieal obstacles wo implementing a similar project elsewhere, (Note: Designation
lotters "1™, (BT, e and Cid) T were added by the report weriter for purposes of
directing the reader to the applicable portion of the repore where the issues were
weldressed )
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Finally, the ACHD prepared the grant application and administered the grant, and U5

Steel was responsible for design, engineering, equipment procurement, site preparation,
permit application, instailation, startup and testing. The ACHD also prepared and issued
the necessary instaifation and operating permits, and testing protocals, Below isa

timeline of important project milestones.

Activity

i Timeline

ACHD, wiUB Steel input,
prepared snd submitted grast

May 4, 2010w June 4, 201D

EPA reviewed application and
neified swardee

June 4, 2010 w Ootaber 22,
2614,

Prepared andd signed ACHD-

July 28, 201 w July 27, 2012

LSS aprecment

T US Steel conducted detatled
design and engincering
ACHD approved pormit for
the installation

US Steel installed the projeet. | October 1, 2012 to December
31,2013

LIS Seeed conducted Start-up Completed fune 33, 2004,
and Brmissions Testing

Ongeing throughout projest.

March 10, 2081,

2) Advances Achieved [dddresses Programmaric Condition 1 {bi}

The quench station quenches or cools the hot coke produced by the coke oven batteries. Al the
end of the coking eyvele, hot goke is pushed it of the battery ovens onto a “hot car” that is shifted
atortg the raif line to a quench station, Particulate matter (PM) emissions occur when the hot coke
is deloged with water at the quench station. A steam plume is ereated during the quenching
operation in which PM is carried up the guench rower and PM dissolved in the steam will also
rise in the tower. Prior to the project, these emissions were controtled by maintaining low total
dissolved solids {TDS) content in the quench water and by design of the guench tower,

The new quench tower has an advanced “low emission” baflle system. This design and the
gquality of the quench water results in lower emissions as compared to the old tower at the quench

station. The new quench tower, used in conjunction with Coke Oven Batteries 13, 14 and 15, s of
the same design as that used for LLS. Steel's new “C” coke oven battery.

The new quench tower's state-of-the-art baffle system consists of jouver-like baflles arranged in a
chevron pattern, The baffles contain the particulale emissions by mechanical deflection and
clectrostatic adsorption. This technology is not new, but it has been substantiatly improved by
adding a sceond set of bafTles, The fower set of bafTles is constructed from staindess stegd, while
the upper set is constructed from polypropylene. A second mist suppression spray, located just
below the baffles, helps the dust particles suspended in the stream act as condensation cores
around which droplets form that cither precipitate on the louvers above, or descend downward.
The quench tower also is taller than the old quench towers used at the Clairton Coke Works Plant,
in order 10 schieve the required drafi for the second set of baffles,
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4) A comparison of actual accomplishments with the anticipated outputs/outcomes
specified in the assistance agreement work plan
{Addresses Sddnrinistrarive Condition 25,1}

a. The anticipated sutputs specified in the work plan were:

i. The replacement of an old quench tower with a new, fow emissions quench tower
at the ULS, Steel Clairton Coke Works (acility, substantially reducing PM;
ennssions affecting the Liberty Claidton area.

o Associated work products included the installation permit application and permil
—which sct the environmental parameters under which the new guench tower
was installed, the emissions testing protocol, and eimissions test report,

i, Progress reports and a final report delivered to LS, EPA in accordance with the
erant requirements,

Conclusion: Al of the project owtputs were produced. Ihemqmrcc “Single Audit” was
performed by United States Steel. However, as of the date of this Fisal Rupnn it has not
been submitted through the Federal Audit C[Liarm;@hmuw beeause their survey site is
offline for maintenance and testing due 1o an ongeing 1T seour ity investigation. L1885,
will make the submittal as seon as the Clearinghouse comes online. In the meantime, the
Single Audit is attached at the end of this Final Report,

9
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5) Reasons why anticipated sutputs/outcomes were not mets
LAddresses Administrative Condition 23.3}

Sinee the expected reduction in emissions of 200 tpy of PM: s was greater than the actual
emissions in 201 1, the result is that the amount of PMa cbeing emited from the new
quench tower and the reduction in the ambient PMa s levels with the new quench tower in
place are fower than anticipated by the project narrative.

The reason for this is bwofold, First, the emission factors used in the model that
forecasted 200 tpy reduction and ambicat PMa s levels for the grant narmtive were found
10 be inappropriate and have been revised downward. Sceond, prior o, and at the time the
gramt application narrative was written, emissions testing of quench wwers was rarely
performed, and initial attempts at such testing used methods that did net produce accurate
results, Since that time, ACHID has revised iis testing methodology, and the emissions
measure much hower than under previows testing regimes.

6) Other pertinent information, including explanation of high unit costs
{Adedresses Adminiararive Camndition 23,3}
The initial estimate of the cost of the Low Bmissions Quench tower was $18,350,000 of
which $2,913,124 was to be funded by the EPA Targeted Adrshed Grant, and the

remabring 515,436,876 was to be leveraged funds from ULS, Steel.

The final cost was 336,061,473, This included the same initial amount of EPA grant
funding. and $33,.148.349 in leveraged funds from the U5, Steel,

The difference (overage) between the initial estimate and the final cost s 317,711,473 all
of which was boen by ULS, Sweel
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Table |

USS Clairton Coke Works Quench Emissions Inventory M < {actuals, tons)

Source 2011 2014

Quench Towser § 20.0 35

Quench Tower 54 - 8.2
Table 2

Max Modeled Impacts
fanywhere off-property)

Cone. {ug/m?}

Max 1- Maw 24- fdan
Scenaria hour hour Annual
2011 Scenario {Quench 5 only) 24.22 5.58 0,22
2014 Scenario {Quench S and new Quench 5A) 4,24 .98 .05
Model notes;
Direct PMysonly
AERMOD with default options
Met data: 2012-2014 MMIF {Clairton grid celt)
Heceptors at 100 m spacing surrounding Clairton
Emissians based on actuals for 2011 and 2014 {above)
Table 3 Liberty Monitored Resuits, 2013-2014, in ug/m?
Statistic 2011 2012 2013 2014 |
Annual Weighted Mean 14.0 i4.3 12.0 127
Annual 28th-Percentile 38 43 31 32
Design Value 0911 10-'12 1113 1314 NAAOS
Annual 15.0 148 13.4 13.0 12.0
| 24-Hour 44 43 37 35 35

- Annual weighted means based on average of calendar quarter averages (no rounding}
- Design values are based on 3-vear averages of statistics for comparison to NAAQS
- 3-year averages are rounded to 0.1 {annual basis) and integer (24-hour basis}
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Table 4 (continued)
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VIA CERTIFIED MAIL

Gina MeCarthy, Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency
Office of the Administrator 1101A
1200 Pennsylvania Ave, N.W,
Washington, DO 20460

John Quigley, Secretary

PA Depl. of Environmental Protection
Rache! Carson State Office Building
400 Market Street

Harrisburg, PA 17101

D, Karen Hacker, Director
Altegheny County Health Department
542 Fourth Avenue

Pittsburgh, PA 15219

Mario Longhi, President and CEO
United States Steel Corporation
H00 Crant Street

Pittsburgh, PA 15219

Fer

By werm'x,s,u CETY o

Citizens for Penrsylvania's
Future

The Waterfront Building
20U Frest Avere, Buite 200
Pittsburgh, PA 13232-1587

R

P A1 456-2784

Shawn M. Garvin, Region 3 Administeator
Environmental Protection Agency

1630 Arch Street

Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Susan Malone, Regional Director
Southwest Regional Office

PA Dept. of Envirommental Protection
400 Waterfront Dyive

Pittsburgh, PA 15222

Hon. Rich Fitzgerald

Allegheny County Executive

101 County Courthouse, 436 Grant Street
Pittsburgh, PA 15219

Amy Smith-Yoder, General Manager

United States Steel Corporation Mon-Valley Works
400 State Street

Clairton, PA 13205

He: Notiee of Intent to Sue under the Pederal Clean Adr Act and/mr Article
XX1 of the Allegheny County Health Department’s Rules and Repulations

Diear Administrator MeCarthy, Administrator Garvin, Secretary Quigley, Director Malone,
Divector Hacker, Exceutive Fitzgerald, Mr. Longhi and Ms, Smith-Yoder:

The following provides notice that Citizens for Pennsylfvania’s Future {(PennFuture) on
behalf of itself and its members, intends teo file a citizen suit under the Federal Clean Air Act {the
CAAY, 42 ULS.C. § 7401 et seq. (1970), the Pennsylvania Alr Pollution Control Act, 35 P.S, 8%
40014015 (APCA), and Article XX1 of the Allegheny Lnumy Health Department’s (ACHD or

“the Department™) Rules and Regulations, Article XX, § 210911, PennFuture intends to file
suit against United States Steel Corporation (US Steel) for ongoing viclations of emission
standards and limitations at the Clairton Coke Works located in Clairton, Pennsylvania for the
period beginaing January 2012 and eontinuing theveafter,
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MeCarthy et al. January 28, 2016

PennFuture is a not for profit public interest organization whose migsion is to create 4 just
future where nature, communities and the cconomy thrive. PennFutuwe has a business address of
610 North Thivd Street, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17101, and a focal address of 200 First
Avenue, Suite 200, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15222, This netice is provided on behalf of
pennFuture and certain of its members who have suffered and continue to suffer harm as u result
of US Steels failure to comply with emission standards and limitations at the Clairton Coke
Works.

BACKGROUND AND PERMITS

US Steel’s Clairton Coke Works is the largest by-products coke plant in Nuorth-America,
with annual production of about 4.7 million tons of colce. The Coke Works is located about 20
miles south of Pittshurgh along the Monongahela River. The Coke Worlks has 10 operational
coke batteries, cach made up of a series of high temperature ovens. The oldest coke batteries In
operation at the plant were built in 1955; the most recent began operating in November 2012

The coke-making process begins when coal is “charged” or deposited into large ovens
that bale the coal at very high temperatures, The coal is baked without oxygen 1o drive off
impurities. These gases mre captured and transported through a collection system to a by-
products recovery plant, which removes impurities from the coke oven gas for its reuse as fuel to
heat the coke ovens. When coke oven gases are returned to the ovens and combusted, the
resultant emissions are released through stacks affiliated with each of the 10 buatteries. After the
coal has been fully baked, the resultant coke is pushed from the ovens into large metal cars that
transport the coke to quench lowers where the coke is showered with water. Emissions from the
pushing operativns are captured by vacuum hoods and sent to the pushing emissions control
{PTIC) baghouse. Emissions from the cars as they transport the cirke between the ovens and
guench towers are ot captured, with the exception of Battery B, which has a shed that covers the
entire length of the track. In addition, fugitive emissions may ocour at varjous points in the
coking process, such as during the charging of coal and from leaks in oven doors.

The ACHD regulates Clairton’s Coke Works as a major source of air poliutants under the
CAA, APCA and ACHD Rules and Regulations. Title V Permit Mo, 0052, issued on March 27,
2012, authorizes air emissions from Batteries 1, 2.3, 13, 14, 15,19, 20, and B, and their
associated baghonses. Each facility is identified by individual Operating Permit numbers, shown
balow.

Batlery Permit Number
Battery 1 PO
Battery 2 POG2
Battery 3 POG3
Batltery 13 POG7
Baitery 14 POOS
Battery 135 PoQY
Battery 19 PoLO
Baltery 20 P01
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MeCarthy et al, 3 January 28, 2016

Battery B PoI2
Battevies 1,23 PEC System POs0
Batteries 13,14,15 PEC Systess | PO32
Batteries 19 & 20 PEC System Ps3
Battery B PEC System P05

In November 2007, US Stecl announced plans to construct a new Coke Battery C at
Clairton that would replace existing Batteries 7, 8 and 9, built in 1954, Battery C would have
fewer ovens and doors, but each sven would be larger so asto produce 1,107, 384 tons of coke
annually. US Steel indicated that Battery C would significantly reduce overall particulate
emissions at the facility and meet all environmental compliance standards. Construction of
Battery Cwas to be completed by 2011,

Al the sume time, US Steel announced plans to eonstruct a new Battery D after the
completion of Battery C. Battery D would replace Batteries 1, 2 and 3, built in 1955, US Steel
predicted that Battery D would result in similar pollutant reductions to Battery C when it was
finished in 2013.

The ACHID issued 1P No. 1011 for Battery C on July 24, 2008, US Stee! completed
Battery C and a new low-emission quench tower, behind schedule, in November 2012, When US
Steel began operating Battery C, it consistently violated charging emission fimitations in IP No.
1511, In response to these violations, the ACHD entered a settlement agreement with US Steel
that, among other things, allowed the company to continue operating Battery € in violation of its
emission limitations until at least April 30, 2018, during which time US Sieel was to work on a
fix for the problem. The settlement agreement meant that US Steel would be allowed to operate
the new facility in continuous violation of the law for up to three and one-half years after
operations began,

Ou September 4, 2009, the ACHD issued IP No. 1012 for the proposed Battery D. US
Steel had committed in a Consent Agreement to close Batteries 1, 2 and 3 by December 31, 2014
in order to further reduce air pollution at the Clairton Coke Works, At some point, however, US
Steel advised the ACHD that it no longer intended to pursue the promised further reductions in
aiy emissions at Clairton, and the ACHD promptly relieved US Steel of its promise to shut down
Batteries 1, 2 and 3. Those batieries continue t be operated by US Steel in violation of
applicable emission limitations,

PAST YIOLATIONS AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS

US Steel has a history of operating the Coke Works in viclation of federal, state and local
air pollution laws, and, despite being the subject of a series of enforcement actions, the faci fity
continues to be operated, more than 35 years afler enactment of the federal Clean Air Aty in
violation of applicable air emission limitations and standards.

As early as 1972, the Pennsylvania Department of Envirommental Protection (“PA DEP
}/ o p

sued US Steel for violating the state’s air pollution laws at Clairton. The partics resolved that
litigation through entry of a Consent Deeree on September 25, 1972 that was intended to reduce
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MeCarthy ef al, 4 January 28, 2016

particulate matter and sutfur dioxide emissions. Within a year and ons-half, the PA DEP had to

return to Court i order to seek a civil contempt order for US Steel’s viojation of the Consent
Decree.

COn May 22, 1979, the US Enviranmental Protection Agency (*US EPA”) filed a
Complaint in the United States District Court for the Western District of Pennsylvania agamst
1§ Steel, alleging numerous violations of the Clean Alr Act. On July 10, 1979, US Steel entered
into a Cansent Decree settling the case. PA DEP and the ACHD intervened and participated in
the settlement agreement, Between May 8, 1981 and June 28, 1985, the US District Cout
amended 1S Steel’s obligations under the Consent Decres on five separate occasions, Finally, on
September 27, 1988, the US Distriet Court entered un entirely new Consent Decree that fully
replaced the prior agreements, The 1988 Consent Decree was itself amended twice in 1990 and
1991,

Oin Febroary 25, 1991, the US EPA again filed & Complaint against US Steel in the

nited States District Court for the Western District of Pennsylvania alleging numerous
violations of the Clean Air Act and the earlier Consent Decree entered into by US Steel. On June
23, 1993, the United States Distriot Court entered what it titled the “Second Consent Decres”™
between LS Steel and LIS EPA. The 1993 Consent Decree contained inspection, monitoring,
reporting and compliance requirements addressing, among other things, emissions related to
charging, leaking doors, off-tuke pipes, travelling, combustion stacks, quenching, gas
desulfurization and venting unburned coke gas. US Steel’s obligations under the 1993 Consent
Preeree terminated on December 31, 1999,

On June 1, 2007, US Steel entered into a Consent Agreement to correct high priority
particulate matter violations that ACHD determined were occurring at Battery B since at Jeast
September 2005, The Consent Order allowed US Steet until June 2010, or five years since the
particulate matter violations were documented by ACHD, to make the repairs necessary to
correct the violations, The settlement agreement was not entered as a Court {rder.

On March 17, 2008, US Steel entered into another Consent Agreement with ACHD, The
2008 Consent Agreement indicated that US Steel reported vinlations of combustion stack opacity
limits and pushing emission standards, but the Consent Agreement did not state at which ovens
these violations were pocuriing, Nonetheless, US Stecl agreed 1o shut down coke batteries 7, 8
and 9 by December 31, 2012, and to shut down coke batteries 1, 2 and 3 by Decomber 31, 2014,
1S Steel also commitied to, among other things, taking corrective actions at batteries 15, 19 and
20, und to install a new baghouse at screening station no. 3,

On Septesnber 30, 2010, US Stecl and ACHI entered into a Second Amendment to the
2608 Conserd A.g;,reemsm.i The Second Amendment altered the company's strategy for further
reducing particulate matter emissions at the facility. US Steel elirpinated its plans to shut down
Batteries 1, 2 and 3. Instead, the Second Amendment extended coking times at Batteries 1, 2 and
3 and required various maintenance and repair plans to be implemented. The Second

R Steel and ACHD entered indo a First Amendment to the March 2008 COA on November 19, 2008, but that
agreement only adidressed corretive sctions to be ke t US Beel’s Bdgar Thompson Works,
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Amendment also indicated that US Steel would permanently shut dows Batteries 7, 8 and 9 by
April 16, 2009. The Second Amendment provided that US Steel was not required to meet
applicable air emission limits at Batteries 1, 2 and 3 untif December 2013 — a full three years
after entry of the agreement, While the Second Amendment required maintenance and repair
projects o be implemented at batteries 15, 19 and 20, it did not require that Batteries 19 and 20
meet applicable opacity limits until December 2012 and December 2014, respectively, US Sigel
agreed to replace the No. 5 and No. 7 Quench Towers with *new Low Emission Quench
Towers” by December 2013, Finally, the Second Amendment raised the possibility, based on a
series of events, that US Stee] would eventually cease using Quench Tower No. 1 or otherwise
devise a plan to reduce particulate matter at the plant.

On July 7, 2011, US Steel and ACHD entered into a Third Amendment to the March
2008 COA. The Third Amendment replaced and terminated the June 1, 2007 Consent Order, the
March 17, 2008 Consent Order, and the First and Second Amendments to the 2008 Consent
Order. The Third Amendment indicated that the facility continued to violate opacity and pushing
emission Hmitations, The Thivd Amendment re-imposed operational Hmits for coking times at
Battevies 1, 2 and 3, extended the compliance deadling for Batteries 1, 2 and 3 to December
2013, and required various other repairs be performed on Batteries 1, 2, 3, 15, 19 and 20, While
the Third Amendment identified violations relating to pushing and travel emissions, the
agreement did not reguire specific corrections designed to prevent further violations. The Third
Amendment also stated that US Steel had submitted a protocol for evaluating particulate matter
at Quench Tower No. 1, but it contained no requirement that the evaluation be performed. The
Third Amendment re-imposed the obligation to install two new quench towers at the plant by
December 2013, and suggested the possibitity that US Steel may need to cease using Quench
Tower No. T or otherwise devise a plan to reduce particulate matter at the plant. The Third
Amendment was not advertised for public comment or entered as a Court Order.

On May 16, 2012, ACHD entered into an Agreement with US Steel to provide a grant of
$2,913,124.00 to partially defray the costs of installing two new guench towers at the plant.

On August 7, 2014, US Steel and ACHD entered into its most recent Consent Order and
Agreement to address continuous charging emission violations at the newly constructed Battery
C. The Consent Order allowed US Steel until October 31, 2015 to install a u-tube sysivm on
Battery C to address the violations, and untif April 30, 2016 to comply with applicable charging
emission standards. The Consent Order alleged that US Steel had not conducted # compliance
test for the Battery C combustion stack, but the Consent Order did not require that the test be
performed. Similarly, the Consent Order alleged that US Steel’s operates Battery C in vinlation
af sulfur Hmits for the PEC Baghouse and Quench Tower, but it does not require compliance
with those limits. Instead, the Consent Order requires US Steel o submit an application to
“amend” [P 0052-1011 “t0 address” the violations,

VIOLATIONS
Auticle XX, Section 2105.21 of the Department’s regulations establish emission

limitations and standards for coke ovens, and gases from coke ovens, “installed, replaced, or
veconstructed, or at which a major modification was made on or after January 1, 19787 and “any
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other battery of eoke ovens.” The Clairton Coke Works is alse subject to applicable Federal
Nutiona) Emission Standacds for Hazardous Air Pollutents N ESHAP”} under 40 CFR Part 63.

Battery 1

Battery | at the Clairton Coke Works has violated and continues to violate applicable
emission lnitations under Aticle XX1 of ACHD's Regulations.

Subsection 2105.21.63 of Article XX1 (“Subscction 2105.£37) regulates opacity
limitations on coke battery combustion stacks, Subsection 2 103.£.3 states “No person shall
aperate, or allow to be operated, any battery of coke ovens in such manner that, at any time,
emissions from the combustion stack serving such battery; equal or exceed an opacity of 20% for
a period or periods agpregating in excess of three {3) minutes in any 60 minute period” (*26%
Opacity Limit for Combustion Stacks”). Based on monthly Battery Stack Performance Reports
submitted by US Steel to ACHD, between January 1, 2012 and May 31, 2015, Battery 1 violated
the 20% Opacity Limit for Combustion Stacks an aggregate of 707 times. (Individual violations
and dates are set forth in Appendix A, attached hereto and incorporated herein}

Subscetion 210521 .54 of Article XX1 (“Subsection 2105,£.47) further regulates
emissions from combustion stacks: “No person shall operate, or allow to be operated, any battery
of coke ovens in such manner that, at any Ume, emissions from the combustion stack serving
such battery; equal or exceed an opacity of 60% at any time” (*60% Opacity Limit for
Combustion Stacks™). Based on monthly Battery Stack Performance Reports submitted by US
Stee! to ACHD, between January 1, 2012 and May 31, 2015, Battery | violated the 60% Opacity
Limit for Combustion Stacks an aggregate of 106 times. {Individual vioktions and dates are set
forth in Appendix A, attached hereto and incorporated herein)

Subsection 2105.21.e.5 of Article XX (“Subsection 2103.21.8.57) fimits emissions from
hot coke being transported to the quench tower: “No person shall operate, or allow o be
operated, any battery of coke ovens unless there is installed on such battery a pushing emission
contral device which is designed to reduce fugitive emissions from pushing to the minimum
attainable through the use of BACT, nor shall any person operate, or allow to be operated any
battery of coke ovens in such manner that visible emissions from the transport of hot coke in the
apen atmosphere exceed ten percent (109%) opacity at any time” (*10% Opacity Limit for Travel
Emissions™). Based on Semi-Annual Reports submitted by US Stee! to ACHD, between March
27, 2012 and December 31, 2614, Battery 1 violated the 10% Opacity Limit for Travel
Emissions an aggregate of 67 times, (Individual violations and dates are set forth in Appendix A,
attached hereto and incorporated herein)

Under the July 6™, 2011 Third Amendment to the 2008 COA between the ACHD and US
Steel (which superseded all prior Consent Order and Agreements), Battery 1 was required to
achieve compliance with all standards of Article XX1 2105.21 by December 31, 2013, Ofthe
violations above, 202 of the vislations of section 2105.21.13 of Article ¥X1 cccurred after the
compliance date, 27 of the violations of section 2105.21.14 cecwrred after the compliance date,
and 12 of the deviations of section 2105.21.6.5 oceurred after the compliance date. The ACHD
fas taken no action to enforee the terms of the Third Amendment to the 2008 COA in Cowrt.
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Batterv 2

Battery 2 at the Clairton Coke Works has violated and continues to violate applicable
ermisston limilations under Article X1 of ACHD's Regulations,

#  Based on monthly Battery Stack Performance Reports submitted by US Steel to
ACHL, between January 1, 2012 and May 31, 20135, Battery 2 violated the 20%
Opacity Limit for Combustion Stacks an aggrepate of 1177 times. {Individual
violations and dates are set forth in Appendix B, attached hereto and incorporated
herein).

= Bascd on monthly Battery Stack Performance Reports submitted by US Steel to
ACHD, between January 1, 2012 and May 31, 2015, Battery 2 violated the 60%
Opacity Limit for Combustion Stacks an aggregate of 281 times. (Individual
violations and dates are set forth in Appendix B, attached hereto and incorporated
herein).

*  Based on Semi-Annual Reports submitted by US Steel to ACHD, between March 27,
2012 and December 31, 2014, Battery 2 violated the 10% Opacity Limit for Travel
Emissions an aggregate of 76 times. (Individual viclations and dates are set forth in

© Appendix B, attached hereto and incorporated herein ).

Under the July 6™, 2011 Third Amendment to the 2008 COA between the Allegheny
County Health Department and US Steel (which superseded and terminated all prior Consent
Order and Agreements), Battery 2 was required to achieve compliance with all standards of
Article XXT 2105.21 by December 31, 2013, Of the violations above, 491 of the violations of
section 21032103 of Article XXI accurred after the compliance date, and 94 of the violations of
section 2105.21.0.4 oceurved after the compliance date, and 15 of the violations of sectinn
210521 .e.5 oceurred after the compliance date . The ACHD has faken no action to enforce the
terms of the Third Amendment to the 2008 COA in court,

Battery 3

Battery 3 at Clairton Coke Wotlks has violated and continues to violate applicable
emission limitations under Article X1 of ACHD’s Regulations.

¢ Based on monthly Battery Stack Performance Reports submitted by US Steel to
ACHD, between January 1, 2012 and May 31, 2013, Battery 3 violated the 20%
Opacity Limit for Combustion Stacks an aggregate of 1332 times. (Individual
violations and dates are set forth in Appendix C, attached hereto and incarporated
herein).

e Based on monthly Battery Stack Performance Reports submitted by US Steel to

ACHD, between January 1, 2012 and May 31, 2015, Battery 3 has violated the 60%
Opacity Limit for Combustion Stacks an aggregate of 269 times. (Individual
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violations and dates are set forth in Appendix C, attached hereto and ncorporated
herein).

s Based on Semi-Annual Reports submitted by US Steel to ACHL, between March 27,
5017 and Decomber 31, 2014, Battery 3 has violated the 10% Opacity Limit for
Travel Emissions an aggregate of 79 times. (Individual violations and dates are set
forth in Appendix C, attached hereto and incorporated herein).

Under the July 6%, 2011 Third Amendment to the 2608 Consent Order and Agreement
between the ACHTY and US Steel (which superseded and terminated all prior Consent Order and
Agreements), Battery 3 was required to achicve compliance with all standards of Article XX1
2105.21 by December 31, 2013, Of the violations above, 453 of the violations of section
21415.21.63 ocourred after the compliance date, 95 of the violations of section 21052004
aceurred after the compliance date, and 16 of the violations of scetion 2105.21.¢.5 oceurred after
the compliance date. The ACHD has taken no action to enforce the terms of the Third
Amendment to the 2008 COA in courl.

Batterv 13

Rattery 13 at Clairton Coke Works has violated and continues to violated applicable
emission limitations under Article X1 of ACHD's Regulations.

s Based on monthly Battery Stack Performance Reports submitted by US Sieel to
ACHD, between January 1, 2012 and May 31, 2015, Battery 13 violated the 20%
Opacity Limit for Combustion Stacks an aggregate of 225 times. {Individual
vinlations and dates are set forth in Appendix D, attached hereto and incorporated
herein 3.

« Based on monthly Battery Stack Performance Repotts submitted by US Steel to
ACHD, between January 1, 2012 and May 31, 2015, Battery 13 has violated the 6095
Opacity Limit for Combustion Stacks an agpregato of 46 times. (Individual violations
and dates are set forth in Appendix D, attached hereto and incorporaied herein}.

s Hused on Semi-Annual Reports submitted by US Steel 10 ACHD, between March 27,
3012 and December 31, 2014, Battery 13 has violated the 10% Opacity Limit for
Travel Emissions an aggregate of 28 times. (Individual viglations and dales are sel
forth in Appendix D, attached hereto and incorporated herein ).

The Third Amendsment to the 2008 Consent Order generally identifics pushing and stack
ppacity violations for the facility without identifying specific dates or suurces; 1t requires no
corrective actions at Battery 13,

Battery 14

Battery 14 at Clairton Coke Works has violated and continues to violate applicable
emission Hmitations under Article X of ACHD s Regulations.
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» Based on monthly Rattery Stack Performance Reports submitted by US Steel to
ACHD, between January 1, 2012 and May 31, 2015, Battery 14 violated the 209%
Opacity Limit for Combustion Stacks an aggregate of 337 times, (Individual
violations and dates are set forth in Appendix E, attached hereto and incorporated
herein ).

e Based on monthly Battery Stack Performance Reports submitted by US Steal to
ACHD, between January 1, 2012 and May 31, 2015, Battery 14 has violated the 60%
Emission Limitation for Combustion Stacks an aggregate of 38 times. (Individual
violations and dates are set forth in Appendix E, attached hereto and incorporated
herein).

»  Based on Semi~Annual Reports submitted by US Steel to ACHD, between March 27,
2012 and December 31, 2014, Battery 14 has violated the 10 % Opacity Limitation
for Travel Emissions an aggregate of 46 times. (Individual violations and dates are set
forth in Appendix E, attached hereto and incorporated herein).

The Third Amendment to the 2008 Consent Order generally identifies pushing and stack
opacity violations for the facility without identifying specific dates or sources; it requires no
corrective actions at Battery 14,

Battery 15

Battery 15 at Clairton Coke Works has viclated and continues o violate applicable
emission limitations under Article XXT of ACHIY's Regulations

»  Based on monthly Battery Stack Performance Reports submitted by US Steel to
ACHD, between January 1, 2012 and May 31, 2015, Battery 15 has violated the 20%
Opacity Limitation for Combustion Stacks an aggregate of 917 times, (Individual
violations and dates are set forth in Appendix F, attached hereto and incorporated
herein).

»  Based on monthly Battery Stack Performance Reports submitted by US Steel to
ACHD, between January 1, 2012 and May 31, 2015, Battery 15 has violated the 60%
Emission Limitation for Combustion Stacks an aggregate of 172 times. (Individual
violations and dates are set forth in Appendix F, attached hereto and incorporated
herein),

+  Based on Semi~Annual Reports submitted by US Steel to ACHD, between March 27,
2012 and December 31, 2014, Battery 15 has violated the 10% Opacity Limitation for
Travel Emissions an aggregate of 42 times. (Individual violations and dates are set
{orth in Appendix F, attached hereto and incorporated herein),
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The Third Amendient o the 2008 Consent Order requires that Us Stes) “continue to
implement” an “Advanced Patching Plan” at Battery 15. The Third Amendment to the 2008
Cousent Order does not compel US Steel to cease violations at Battery 15,

Hattery 19

Rattery 19 at Claiton Coke Works has violated and continues to violate applicable
cmission limitations under Article XX1 of ACHIDY’s Regulations

»  Based on monihly Battery Stack Performance Reports submitted by US Steel to
ACHD, between January 1, 2012 and May 31, 2013, Battery 19 violated the 20%
Fmission Limitation for Combustion Stacks an aggregate of 317 times. {Individusal
violations and dates are set forth in Appendix G, attached hereto and fneorporated
herein}.

+  Based on monthly Battery Stack Performance Reports submitted by US Steel o
ACHD, between January 1, 2012 and May 31, 20615, Battery 19 has violated the 60%
Opacity Limitation for Combustion Stacks an aggregate of 79 times. (Individual
violations and dates are set forth in Appendix G, attached hereto and incorporated
hergin).

¢ Dased on Semi-Annual Reports submitted by US Steel to ACHD, hetween March 27,
2012 and December 31, 2014, Battery 19 violated the 1% Opacity Limitation for
Travel Emissions an aggregate of 121 times, {Individual violations and dates are set
forth in Appendix G, attached hereto and incorporated herein).

The Third Amendment to the 2008 Consent Order required Battery 19 to achieve
compliance with the opacity standards in Article XX1 2105.21(5) by December 31, 2012, Of the
vielations of section 2105.21.£:3 above, 255 ocourred after the compliance date, and of the
violations of section 2105.21.54 above, 31 occurred after the compliance date. The ACHID has
taken no action to enforee the terms of the Third Amendment to the 2008 COA in court.

Battery 20

Battery 20 at Claiston Coke Works has violated and continues to violate applicable
emission Bmitations under Article XX of ACHD's Regulations.

s Based on monthly Battery Stack Performance Repoits submitted by US Steel to
ACHD, between January 1, 2012 and May 31, 2015, Battery 20 violated the 20%
Opaeity Limitation for Combustion Stacks an aggregate of 184 tirnes, {Individual
violations and dates are set forth in Appendix H, attached hereto and inco rporated
hereind.

s Based on monthly Battery Stack Performance Reports submitted by US Steel to

ACHD, between January 1, 2012 and May 31, 2015, Battery 20 violated the 60%
Opacily Limitation for Combustion Stacks an aggregate of 44 times. (Individual
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violations and dates are set forth in Appendix H, attached horeto and incorporated
herein).

»  Hased on Semi-Annual Reports submitted by US Steel to ACHD, between March 27,
2012 and Decemnber 31, 2014, Battery 20 violated the 10% Opaeity Limitation for
Travel Emissions an aggregate of 113 times. (Individual violations and dates are set
forth in Appendix H, attached hereto and incorporated hercin).

The Third Amendment to the 2008 Consent Order required Battery 20 to achieve
compliance with the combustion stack opacity standards in Article X X1 2105.21{) by December
31, 2014, Of the violations of Subsection 2105.21.£.3 above, 10 occurred after the compliance
date, and of the violations of Subsection 2105.21.£.4 above, 2 ocourred afler the compliance date.
The ACHD has taken no action to enforce the terms of the Third Amendment to the 2008 COA
in court.

Battery B

Battery B at Clairton Coke Works has violated and comtinues to violate applicable
emission limitations under Article XX1 of ACHI's Regulations

# Based on monthly Battery Stack Performance Reports submitted by US Steel to
ACHD, between January 1, 2012 and May 31, 2013, Battery B violated the 20%
Crpacity Limitation for Combustion Stacks an aggregate of 328 times. (Individual
violations and dates are set forth in Appendix |, attached hereto and incorporated
herein).

o Based on monthly Battery Stack Performance Reports submitted by US Steel to
ACHD, between Junuary 1, 2012 and May 31, 20135, 2014, Battery B violated the
8% Opacity Limitation for Combustion Stacks an aggregate of 52 times. (Individual
viclations and dates are set forth in Appendix 1, attached hereto and incorporated
herein),
The Third Amendment to the 2008 Consent Order generally identifies pushing and stack
opacity violations for the facility without identifying specific dates or sources; it requires no

correetive actions at Battery B,

Pushing Emission Control (PEC) Svstem for Batteries 1,2, 3

The PEC System for Batteries 1, 2, 3 uses a moveable fume hood to capture emissions
from the pushing of hot coke. US Stee! has operated the PEC System for Batteries 1,2 and 3 ina
manner that has violated and continues to violate applicable emissions Hmitations under Article
XX of the ACHD Regulations.

Subsection 2105.21.e.4 of Article XXI (“Subsection 2105.21.e.4”) regulates fugitive and

device vutlet emissions fram the PEC system: “No person shall operate, or allow to be operated,
any battery of coke ovens unless there is installed on such battery a pushing emission control
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device which is designed to reduce fugitive emissions from pushing to the minimum altainable
through the use of BACT, nor shall any person operate, o allow to be operated any battery of
coke ovens in stich manner that fugitive pushing emissions or emissions from the pushing
emission contral device outlet equal or exceed an opacity of 20% at any time, except if the
Drepartment determines ... that such emissions ave of only minor significance” (20% Opacity
Limit for PEC Baghouses™), Bused on Semi-Annual Reports submitted by US Steel to ACHD,
between March 27, 2012 and December 31, 2014, US Steel aperated the PEC system for
Batteries 1, 2, 3 in a manner that violated the 20% Opacity Limit for PEC Baghouses on 37
occasions for Battery 1, 39 occasions for Battery 2, and 4 pecasions for Battery 3. (Individual
vialations and dates are set forth in Appendix 1, attached hereto and incorporated herein)

Section 2105.03 of Article XX states that *All air poliution control equipment required
by this Asticle or any permit or order under this Article, and all equivalent compliance
techniques which have been approved by the Depariment pursuant 1o this Asticle, shall be
properly installed, maintained, and operated consistent with good atr pollution control practice.”
{Reduced Efficiency Pushing Standard), Based on Semi-Annual Reports submitted by US Steel
to ACHD, betweesn March 27, 2012 and December 31, 2014, US Steel operated the PEC Sysiem
for Batterfes 1, 2, 3 in a manner that violated the Reduced Efficiency Pushing Standard on 61
occasions. (individual violations and dates are sct forth in Appendix M, attached hereto and
incorporated herein)

Clairton’s Title V Operating Permit No. 0052 B.1.c.] incorporates Section 2105.03 of
Article XX1: “The permittes shall not operate, or allow to be operated Battery 1 or Battery 2. or
Battery 3, unless the Battery 1, 2, & 3 PEC System baghouse is properly installed, operated, and
maintained aeeording 1o the following conditions, at all times: Emigsions due to the pushing of
Battery 1, 2, & 3 coke ovens shall be vented through the PEC System baghouse dust collector.”
{Continuous Operation Standard). Based on Semi-Annual Reports submitted by US Steel to
ACHD, between March 27, 2012 and June 30, 2014, US Steel failed to properly operate the PEC
System for Batteries 1, 2 and 3, in violation of the Continuous Operation Standard, on 53
occasions, resulting in 5,202 instances of oven pushing emissions not being captured. (Individual
vielations and dates are set forth in Appendix N, attached hereto and incorporated herein)

The Third Amendment to the 2008 Consent Order does not identify violations of
applicable emission limitations at the PEC System for Batteries 1, 2 and 3.

Pushing Emission Control (PEC) System for Batteries 13, 14, 15

The PEC System for Batteries 13, 14, 15 uses « moveable fume hood sysiem to capture
emissions from the pushing of hot coke. US Steel has operated the PEC System for Batteries 13,
14 and 15 in & manner that violated and continues to violale applicable emission limitations
under Article 3 of ACHDs Regulations.

Based on Semi-Asnual Reports submitted by US Steel to ACHD, between March 27,

2612 and December 31, 2014, US Steel operated the PEC System for Batteries 13, 14,151 a
manner that vislated the 20% Opacity Limit for PEC Baghouses on 21 occasions for Battery 13,
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34 oceasions for Battery 14, and 32 occastons for Battery 13, (Individual violations and dates are
set forth in Appendix K, attached hereto and incorporated herein)

Based on Semi-Arnnual Reports submitted by US Steel 1o ACHD, between March 27,
2012 and December 31, 2014, US Steel operated the PEC System for Batteries 13, 14, 15ina
manner that violated the Reduced Efficiency Pushing Standard on 47 oceasions, (Individual
violations and dates are set forth in Appendix M, attached hereto and incorporated herein)

Based on Semi-Annual Reports submitted by US Steel to ACHD, between March 27,
2012 and December 31, 2014, US Stex! failed to properly operate the PEC System for Batterics
13, 14, 13, in violation of the Continnous Operation Standard, on 68 aecasions, resulting in 4,681
instances of oven pushing emissions, including particulate matter, carbon monoxide, mong
nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides, volatile organic compounds, and benzene, not being capturad,
{Individual violations and dates are set forth in Appendix N, attached hereto and incorporated
herein)

The Third Amendment to the 2008 Consent Order does not identify violations of
applicable emission limitations at the PEC System for Batteries 13, 14 and 15.
Pushin

s Eamission Control (PEC) Svstem for Batferies 19 & 20

The PEC System for Batteries 19 and 20 uses & moveable fume hood system to capture
emissions from the pushing of hot coke. US Steel has operated and continues to operate the PEC
System for Batteries 19 and 20 in violation of multiple emission limitations under Article XX of
ACHDY's Regulations.

Based on Semi-Annual Reports submitted by US Steel tn ACHD, between March 27,
2012 and December 31, 2014, US Steel operated the PEC Systern for Batteries 19 and 20 in a
manner that viokated the 20% Opacity Limit for PEC Baghouses on 126 oceasions for Battery 19,
and on 94 accasions for Battery 20. (Individual violations and dates ave set forth in Appendix L,
attached herelo and incorporated herein)

Based on Semi-Annual Reports submitted by US Steel to ACHD, between March 27,
2012 and December 31, 2014, US Sicel operated the PEC System for Batteries 19 and 20 ina
manner that vielated Reduced Efficiency Pushing Standard on 59 oceasions, (Tndividual
violations and dates are set forth in Appendix M, attached hereto and incorporated herein)

Based on Semi-Annual Reports submitted by US Steel to ACHD, between March 27,
2012 and December 31, 2014, US Steel failed to properly operate the PEC system for Batteries
19 and 20, in violation of the Continuous Operation Standard, on 87 oceasions, resulting in 1,659
instances of oven pushing emissions, including particulate matier, carbon monoxide, mono
nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides, volatile organic compounds, and benzene, not being captured,
(Individual violations and dates are set forth in Appendix N, attached hereto and incorporated
herein)
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AGOREGATE EMISSIONS AND HEALTH EFFECTS

During the period covered by this notice, US Steel has operated the Clairton Coke Works
in & manner that violated applicable emission limitatinns intended to protect public health safety
and welfare and the environment on approximately 6700 eccasions. The pollutants from the
hundreds of ovens, ten combustion stacks, and multiple baghouse and guench tower stacks at the
facility cause fmpacts that affect persons living miles from the Tacility. At o health level, the
vielations documented in this notice mean that excess particulate matter and other pollutants are
regularly being emitted into the air and inhaled by local citizens, likely resulting in an elevated
risk of cardiovascular disease, lung disease, various cancers ineluding lung cancer, chronic
asthma and other illnesses that inerease mortality and morbidity rates.

Pariicnlate Matier

According to the World Health Organization, PM 2.5 contains sulfate, nitrates, ammonia,
sodium chiloride, black carbon, mineral dust and water. These tiny particles are able to lodge
deep into the lungs, where they can increase the risk of developing or exacerhating bath short
and long-term health problems. Short term concerns include eye, nose, throat and lung imvitation,
coughing and shortness of breath, Long term impacts include reduced lung function, aggravated
asthma, chronic bronchitis, irregular heartbeat, nonfatal heart attacks and cancer. Increases in
PM2.5 concentrations have also been linked fo increased hospitalizations for cardiovascular and
respitatory problems and increased vates of mottality and morbidity. The ACHI has stated that
particulate matter emissions in the Liberty-Clairton area are dominated by the U.S, Steel Claiston
Coke Works.

On each oceasion that the combustion stacks, PRC baghouses, and processes related 1o
charging, pushing, and traveling of hot coke to quench towers gxeeed emission Hmitations, the
facility releases excess particulates into the air. These emissions are in addition to those levels
emitted as allowed under the facility’s operating permits, According to US Steel’s emissions
inventory, the Clairton Coke Works released 527 tons of PM 10 and 342 tons of PM 2.5 into the
atmosphere in 2013,

Valatile Organic Compouids

Volatile organic compounds {(VOCs) are released during several stages of coke making
operations. The highest VOCs erissions are seen from the combustion stacks, charging
operations and door leaks. VOUs can cause harn as a component of particulate matter and in
their swn right. In addition to dircet exposue concerns, YOUs react in the atmosphere with
nitrogen oxide emissions to form ozene, Ozone expusure, even at low levels, can wigger adverse
health effects in children and healthy adults, including respiratory inflammation, chest pain,
coughing and pulmonary congestion, Ozone can slso aggravate lung discases such as bronehitis,
emphysema, and asthma. Repeated exposure o ozone may permanently scar lung tissue.
According to US Steel’s emissions inventory, the Clairton Coke Works released 306 tons of
YOCs into the atmosphere in 2013,
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Nitrogen Oxide

The Nitrogen Oxide (NOx) emissions released from the combustion stacks, travel
operations and PEC baghouses not only constitute a health hazard, but also contribute to ozone
pollution. Nitrogen oxides can reitate the fungs and lower resistance to respiratory infections, In
addition to human health impacts, NOx in combination with other emissions are known for their
contribution to acid rain, which negatively impacts our waterways. Violations of the combustion
stack opacity fimitations can lead to increased amounts of NOx entering the almosphere and the
lungs of local residents. According to US Steel’s emissions inventary, the Clairton Coke Works
refeased 3632 tons of NOx into the atmosphere in 2013,

Sulfur Dioxide

Clairton Coke Works emits high amounts of sulfur dioxide (*S02) from its combustion
stacks, PEC baghouses, travel operations and quench towers, Current scientific evidence links
short-term exposures to SO2 with breathing problems, respiratory ilinesses and exacerbation of
existing cardiovascular diseaze among other concerns. The US EPA relies on studies showing a
connection between short-ferin exposure 1o 802 and increased visits Lo emergency departments
and hospital admissions for respiratory Hlnesses, particularly in at-risk populations such az
children, the elderly, and asthmatics, According to US Steel’s emissions inventory, the Clairton
Cake Worles released 1,603 tons of SO2 into the atmosphere in 2013,

Based on the information contained in this notice, PennFuture has reason to believe that
US Steel continues to operate the Clairton Coke Works in violation of the Federal Clean Air Act
(the CAAY, 42 US.C. § 7401 et seq. (1970}, the Pennsylvania Air Pollution Control Act, 35 P.8.
§§ 4001-4015 (APCA), and Article XX of the Allegheny County Health Department’s (ACHD
or “the Department”) Rules and Regulations, Article XX, § 2109.11. PennFuture reserves all
rights to amend this notice and identify additional claims as further facts are developed. If vou
believe that any of the facts described in this potice are in ervor or if you have any information
indicating that US Steel has not violated the above laws and regulations, we urge you to contact
the undersigned counsel immediately. PennFuture is intorested in early and prompt resolution of
these violations,

Sincerely,

George Jugovie, Ir,
Chief Coumsel
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s s pariicls poliution. Poot ale quality ks o public health concor and can lead 1o respintory,
cordipvasoidor dizeasas, cancer, reproductive ham, amd pramaturs death,

“ta the Chalrton conmunily, we don't see the black 300t that used & be on our bedshests end windows
saymare. But unfortunaisly, paopte don't reatize (s the ne particulate matier thak fe s8It in the olr that is just
a3 dungerous,” said Cheeyt Hurt, 88-ynarohf Clalion resident and fonsl busiess pwasr ™ run a child day
crs center, w0t have o Bpuck sensor thed telis i when i is end shen s not 2 good day for the children
% sndalde. | hve (o be catatul of s, ang other peaple in Wis community nesd to be aware of this a3 wall”

"Unfortunately, sach day communiiss such as Dlainon are faced with ervironmental fustics issues such as
wolalions of e Clean Alr At destabed loday, Residents of the Liberty-Dlaitfon ares have besn regatively
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impacied by the indusirial poliution pecuring al Tlaidon Cuhe Works fof dacadus af gresl endoamental,
suanomis, aod - most aportantly - health evpense, Al members of the eommunily must address theas fssses
and work togelber 1 smpower hose moat afieiad and mas weinerable, aod wa'rs prowsd fo beapard of thil
sHart” suil Mihelle Kacrarml, evenutive divschy of Wamen for g Meplthy Ervirenirnant,

“Ther shevpde Yuet in that Ciainan Cokia Wirks ks pperaling Hagelly find publis kewth is sullerdng betause of &7
sabi Ju *Thevy have avandoned plans and faled fo loke necassary sieps 1o improve Al qualily and
regidatony agancies bave faled 1o ke motion, White we ave dishearered that (s Jege! act EDHIGALY.

we st prapered snd resdy rwork with any and all parties bo pel the faciily info eamplisncs with applicatie
b,
Hi
annfulure s e e patlic 04 it esbip prgankeation faunded in 1858 with olfices i3 Masrishurg,

shusah, Prlatepiia snd Wikes Bare, The orgunicstion’s acihdtes include igatng cases belury
sagulstony bodies ared By loval, siate, and tadaral courls; sdvocating dod advanving leglislative sohion o alate
and fadural avel, public eduration; atd assisting clizens in public advosaoy.
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Neville Island Action Plan
Inctuding Shenango Coke Works

Date: May 27, 2015

Issue/ Topic: Citizens™ groups, Group against Smog and Pollution (GASP) and Clean Air
Council (CAC) have voiced complaints and concerns over emissions from Shenango Coke Plant,
Members of Allegheny County Clean Air Now (ACCAN) who are also affiliated with the above
mentioned organizations visited EPA Region 3 on February 4, 2015 to express their discontent
with the Allegheny County Health Department (ACHD) in their approach addressing issues at
Shenango. Shawn Garvin, Regional Administrator of EPA Region IH, plans to visit the area,

Background:

¢ The Shenago Coke Plant is located in Neville Island, Allegheny County, PA and is currently
operating one battery oven that is over 30 years old.

*  Shenango is the subject of a federal court Consent Decree with both EPA and ACHD entered
by the U.S. District Court for the Western District of Pennsylvania in Pittsburgh on
November 6, 2012 {(Consent Decree). The Consent Decree reguired the installation of a new
wastewater treatment plant and more rigorous repair of the coke ovens,

¢ On February 6, 2014, GASP, issued a notice of intent to sue Shenango for violations, of
seven different air pollutant emission standards applicable to Shenango’ s coke oven battery
and violations a federal court Consent Decree.

* Shenango has violated CAA requirements of the Consent Decree on a number of occasions.
EPA and ACHD prepared a number of demands for CAA prepared a number of demands for
CAA stipulated penalties of a combined total of approximately $60,000 for these violations.
ACHD continues to provide on-site routine inspections of Shenango to verify CAA
compliance,

¢ Onorabout April 2014, ACHD reached a settlement requiring the company to pay $360.000
fine and spend more than $1 million on pollution control upgrades.

e On May 8, 2014, GASP filed a federal citizen suit and that suit is still pending.

* EPA conducted a Clean Air Act inspection at the facility on January 27-28, 2015 to evaluate
compliance with ACHD's regulations as well as the existing agreements as they pertain to
coke oven operations.

Actions: See attached
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Actions Being Taken by ACHD:

o ACHD (with FOA) prepared a number of demands for CAA stipulated penalties of a
combined total of approx. $60.000:

s  ACHD continues to provide on-site routine inspections to verify CAA compliance

s April 2014 ACHD reached a settlement requiring the company to pay $300,000 {ine and
spend more than $1M on pollution control upgrades;

e  ACHD offered to share results with EPA of their daily inspections:

e  ACHD plans on installing cameras for monitoring compliance on a more routine basis;

¢ ACHD has put up passive VOC tubes around the facility (similar to ones around
PES/Suncco in South Philadelphia). The monitoring results so far indicate that the
benzene, toluene, and xylene amounts in the air in the vicinity of the citizens is less than
the levels preseribed in the ATSDR guidance for those chemicals with the highest
henzene reading being 1.05 parts per billion.

o ACHD will locate summa canisters to 3 residents to capture an hour’s worth of sampling
during periods of high malodor;

e ACHD is working with the union to determine if they can do evening and weekend
inspections;

o ACHD meets with the community group every month to discuss issues of concern;
ACHD did a month-long evening odor observation project last fall. EPA requesting data.

Recion 3 Actions

e The Office of Air Enforcement and Compliance Assistance conducted an inspection al
the facility on January 27-28, 2015. A copy of EPA’s inspection report was provided to
ACCAN as a courtesy on May 14, 2015

s Met with ACCAN at Region 3 on February 4, 2015

e ACHD has shared the results of their daily inspections at the facility with EPA, EPA has
reviewed ACHD inspections and enforcement actions and has determined ACHD does a
good job tracking compliance at Shenango. One of the ACHD inspeetors recently retired
and this has affected the number of inspections that can be done at Shenango. Currently
the County inspects Shenango three times per week and the large Clairton coke plant
seven limes per week.

¢ The coke pushing emissions have gone down as the Company reduced their production
rate of coke therefore leaving the coke in the ovens for a longer period of time. The
soaking emissions have gone down also and County data only shows one violation per
month. Citizen complaints are still occurring but the complaints are mostly for edors.

¢ ACHD has insialled a camera for monitoring compliance at Shenango and that
information is being examined at the present time to compare with citizen complaini
information.

o  ACHD will locate sunuma canisters at 5 residents to capture an hour’s worth of sampling
during periods of high malodor. The residents will activate the canisters.

o EPA will provide the canisters and the lab analysis using the Fort Meade laboratory.

e EPA will increase assistance to ACHD on efforts to address issues at the facility
including increased presence.

e RA met with ACCAN and ACHD on March 10,
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»  APD plans 1o meet with ACCAN Monday evening, June 8, 2015,

*  APD plans to meet with ACHD to discuss program and enforcement efforts on June 9,
2013,

¢ Increase presence of Region 3 regarding Shenango.

¢  Obtain Method 303 observations report,

Other Non-Shenango Specifie Actions

¢ Working with ACHD on Targeted Airshed Grant proposal. Potential projects could
include a joint project with US Steel (o install SmartStart Technology on 38 locomotive
engines and a rebuild of 21 locomotive engines. An alternate project under discussion
would be similar to US Steel but involve CSX locomotives.

¢ Reviewing the feasibility of conducting a Bumwise campaign in western PA including
Allegheny County,

* Follow-up with Region 5 on DTE Michigan compliance status. Region 3 has not heen
tracking compliance at the facility.
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